






























? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? １．はじめに 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ２．「機会の平等」＝「完全移動」という価値 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ３．「機会の平等」＝「完全移動」の望ましさ 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ４．「機会の平等」＝「完全移動」の前提 














































































ことが、思想的立場から要請される。（安田 1971: 60） 
























































































































































敗を示唆するものとみなすことは、少なくとも論争的であるだろう。（Swift 2004: 9） 










































































階級・階層研究における「機会の平等」概念についての考察? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 323 
極小化されなければならないことはいうまでもないが、それは階層性を廃止することで
はない。なぜなら、人々には希望がなければならず、それは価値に支えられており、価











































その影響力の大きさにはそれほど変化がないことを指摘してきた（藤田 1979; 菊池 1990; 

























































































































起因するという、きわめて錯綜した状況」（梶田 1980: 19）であると指摘する。 
6） 2000年頃から活発になった日本社会の不平等化論争のなかで、階級・階層研究にお
ける議論の焦点は、親の地位と子どもの地位の関連が強まり、機会が不平等化して






























命題に対して、懐疑的になるのがむしろ自然である」と述べている（菊池 1990: 17）。 
13） 「地位の不平等」に直接目を向け、それを「不公正」なものとして批判するものと
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Studies of class and stratification explore the structure or process that determines inequality in 
the distribution of a variety of social and economic resources, such as occupational positions, 
income and educational attainment.  These studies involve a value judgment, both implicitly 
and explicitly.  They research the inequalities of scarce and desirable resources. When 
researchers ask how these resources are distributed unequally, even if they are concerned with 
empirical findings, these questions would inherently involve some value judgment.. 
This article discusses the values that some researchers of class and stratification have 
committed.  Many researchers commit to the specific standard value of “equality of opportunity 
= perfect mobility”. “Perfect mobility” refers to the situation in which the social positions of 
children are independent of the positions of their parents. Researchers interpret this situation as 
achieving “equality of opportunity” for higher positions because children from any social 
background have an equal chance of attaining higher positions under perfect mobility. This 
article discusses why equality of opportunity = perfect mobility is desirable, and what exactly it 
means. The article next clarifies the type of injustice that would be revealed by assessing 
class/stratification structure on the basis of equality of opportunity = perfect mobility. 
The following three points summarize the findings. First, when we consider the role of 
preferences of individuals for occupational attainment, we can not judge whether the process of 
occupational attainment is “unjust” solely on the basis of the fact that the positions of children 
are dependent on the positions of their parents. This is because we cannot ignore the probability 
that children really want to be like their parents even if they could have another preference or 
choice. Many researchers doubt whether the process of occupational attainment is “unjust”, when 
they find the relationship between the positions of children and the positions of their parents. At 
the same time, we could also doubt whether or not it is “just”. 
Second, we can identity the reason why we repeatedly ask whether our society achieves 
equality of opportunity because we think that it is difficult to achieve equal conditions or life 
chances between individuals.  We recognize the need and desirability of having some level of 
unequal conditions for our lives and society.  However, being concerned with equality of 
opportunity may prevent us from seeking any criterion to evaluate the inequality of conditions. 
Third, on the basis of equality of opportunity = perfect mobility, we do not judge whether the 
process of occupational attainment is just, but we judge that it is not unjust.  There is a close 
relationship between “equality of opportunity” and the achievement principle. They indicate that 
the occupational positions of individuals should be determined not by their attributes but on the 
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basis of their achievements. This does not mean that it is desirable to allocate occupational 
positions on the basis of the achievement of individeals: rather it is desirable to reject the 
allocation of occupational positions on the basis of their attributes. Therefore, even if we reach 
equality of opportunity = perfect mobility, we cannot claim that people deserve their positions or 
that inequality of life chances among people is just. 
Is the inequality of life chances in any way desirable?  We may be able to approach a “just” 
system of distribution by asking whether there is any “unjust” distribution. It is said that equality 
of opportunity = perfect mobility is one of the values for it. 
 
 
